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2.1 ijif 'j>i'S<ni WT ^ nM, 2001 

«ii % ^ ^n?ra ^ (to ^ 4 sift jwr TO(t %) sif? 276 

^ 500/- TO jrfrr 7tD(t TO 3Rf?FT HTOT m I iMtW?’? ^ ftRIT m 

list aifim ^TOH W if ^ TOfR ^ TO UlRlOTV ^ STT toII^ ^ ^ TOT if ^ 

JFPRTO TPf^ TUTOR ^ t I 


2.2 <^>ffvj'tFj(j TO STTO^TO ^ ^ ^ aFpft ftTOiff i^T TOT 1 ‘Ti4l<3 % 

ar^TO^ ’^ryir ^ tot 2000 if ^qiror ^ ftr aro tofttoI if i?to3 toi^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ MfT ^ t I wr ^ TO jft ^{W % affcW niTOF5r jrarif to ai^Ffro fiipfif TO 

arfim nrCT T%if Tift^ aiftRTO ^ ^ ^ to^ tort i 


2.3 m-m aTj'f*Tf'f<T7 iftHtfty TOT^ ^ f^lft TjftcT TO 3T^[ifEr ftiTlT TOTI 

Fig if FJft F# ftro 1 toftto iFftroni ^ arojf % iff ftrd 4 ^ 2000 if ^’fftf arow ^ 
TOST^TOT^TOTOt^l 


2.4 w FfiilTO if TOto; 2000 aft if Tnftrrff to mroT^ ton ftrrtfft TTO^f ^ in 

Hll^OTTO TO aigftTO FT^ n^TN JTRTO TOgn ^ ftTO I 


3. T^ftf ^ Fr?ft TOIvT STTT FfT^ FT^ toJ if TO^ff FTOTO ^ TOTOT TOITF ?lft Fff 3TTON 
NTTO TO ftW FN^ 192/- ^ TO JFRTlftn mTOFST TON Fft^ftm ftTO I fif 1986-99 if TOFf F*f if 
aro TOTT TOT afkuft TOf ftror ariF to f^ftto TOft ftF? arqft i> aifro toJ ftFn ^ 

T^tro ftiroff F^ sft TOTvi 600 FTift TO nrew TON Tff w if f?TO ^ to ftof t i 


fterffft FftTFT argftr; to TO^ITF Ff'fhrTO^ ^l^tflaiT^ FjT TOFft ftaiftirn TOFif 
ftFJ M l >F l t^d fiPFT TOT I TOif FF^ ft<FftrFf TO TOF fTT FFTO % :- 


FTftgTT TOR ^vfe Fft 

(i) TM6f stRT TOJel TO TOlif TO ^ nf iTFTaif affF iTOTFff NTTO TO gfttT'ffTO TOT 
TOfFTTOI TOTF F%FT I 3TNT FTiff FtT^ ^ TOR ijf^ iff TO’ iftT FftTO t 3ft; 

TO iff ifro TOTF TOft/^gftnFf FNT^ ^ TOR A TOT % I 
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(ii) w t <45lcH*ldl Snf^ ^ ^FfH cbtecHI 

^ % I ITTST 5W Tj^B IR 12 2000 ^ IR^T vifgW 

^ arrar sji, ^ ^ ^ -dcudi % ibi-sdi ■qrSt Wf ^ t i "g^jRRT ^ gvctf 

gn 3lW ancpH 'dtJRlRd t it WRR % I 

(iii) ^ it wRiR'l ^ 3M 3IBN IR gRW ITHT^ ^ >tt^ | »HI I^RWR 

^ atk c^'5t£l 'dH'Wi ^ jifct ^R:fl>)ui g>t cRg^ ^trct w t i WFfi tr 

CRJ^ Rjti tr 5WR it 1[RT 4t ^ ^ aifiRit 3nR 

^ ^rrfitR # ^ jrh g5t ^ ^natt atk gRi| ^gRtnaft 

^ ^ Tirf^ IJTTR atk ■?nRnft ^ fkij ^ arR cf^tt ^iraratt ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^^TcBft ^’R) t ^ R<?g>d 3RPT-3RR t. I ^ w w R^n w 

^ie-Hi'51 SRT ^ wew Rtrtkd ajBR ^ ^ wm I 

(iv) ■^<^1 it W ^fW?I JRtRb ^ at^ddH ^ Vi(H»tkft iRr iR RT>J 100/- "R) jtR 

cPf 4)« t I WW ^ 3TRTT ^ ^ 192/- W cl^t 5?Ftt ^ ^ giT 

^ itclT JRI^ ^ 3>t ^ I 

(v) ■qR jiR 192/- w ^ ^ ^ gj^ gg iRgig t gt ^ 

grRrgt gtt aitR ^ jrh ^ ^ gictt ^att ^ alk 'aggro g^R utR gicft 
'gRgratt gJt Rtw ggRt RR alk gg ^ R Rgkg ^ atIRrfg %g- g^gr Rgr i 

(vi) »TRg if ^ gfigrRI it grtM gg git^ jtor g'g;gr g^ Rbt 'an?iT eg afk gR R^n »1t 

gngr t R gggft gRr gw grg gir t i RRR Sri frr 'fRg if g^ g5t gfpt 

gic^t 'tjgdi 3f?^ ^ 1 cRfRt ^ SR^ Rig gg Rggg R ai^gR w gggt if R gR 

gggt gg git^ mcgi^r gqR gR RiB aggr alk Rg R ggg gig gra g5t giRr g^ 
g^R t alk ggk if ^ RgR/^Reng agig gi'R t l 

(vii) RRR ^ <J>i'Sci( afR grk g?Rg arigTvi it 500 gr^ R Rif, ^ gigif m giR aroR 
gR Rgr t 1 500 giRrat Rr gng it ^ kgR gg dcHwa giRT vstFigr gfeof i if 
g^ gRR gR gg^gr 1 

5 . RRgggg alk v^ktkflaiR it gro RgRiR gR^fe (tRgtc^) ^gggr ^ ^ it g^ I gRRt 
if ggtggratt gSt sRRRgj 'ftwaft ^ Rgrkt gg agir alk RwfM R f kt ?g aw t -.- 

(i) g? gR t Ri yvjt'gg gro it g>^ Rjk g?t gfci ggiggR g^ aiRgi ^ i ^idiR 
gag it gReg gtcRg tR Rggg gft Rpkgkt k<JRd gag ggg>R alk gg^ g^feg 
Rgm g5t RR t kR^g ^pRig gag g^gg Rgg (kRgMt) ^ argit g^ R Rggg 
R ggRft R gg it gsteRT ggg ggg?feg aierkt gif ara^Rg gsgt if g R g?R gsR R 
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^ ^ I Mtih ^ h4c'I ^givTi ^ ^RcT$i 

^ cp4t ^ cP?T I 

(ii) R?T ^ ^ uf?ra Tf 3mn en 3 rt: ^ ct^r 

^ w ^ c^ «n^ cfTifr ^ f[ Ti! w i wr ^ ^ 

'gf^tiT ^ ^ I ^JT^St Tjfegi ^srgi^ xpr^y.fJHgt ^ gr^- 

w tcp tiRi^I' ^ g5t ^ ^ RH 4 nw 1%rt% g?[ 

3)lcJ?iJitidI 11 

(iii) TjfeR ^ rth g5t 3Tra ^ ^ g^fiR^ gRft g?r gpg^ rri^ 

^ RR^r RgiRcf (Rf^) ^ ^ I 

(iv) ^RF ^ f^ RRf[ RfFFjfr c^ 3nt^ ^ ^gfcIRTsit g?r OTR^RRHfT R^ ^ ; 

c[%R <r41c 1 gJt t)iiil R^ d4lg cnft ^ ^ ^fr rdS^ rift^ ^ rt Rf^g 

R?4t t gfk i^RIR ^ RRRR Rif^ R^ ^ t | RIR RRi tJi4 

RT^ ?aj RRT^ m RFifir 3lk RRR ^ R7¥RR ^ r4fR ^ ^tcf^R ^ RMT 

^RRR ^ JR^ HFcT ^ RR RcR RlRcit ^T r1^ RT^ RTSW RRK cHJc^ 3TfR 

i\^ RTcfr 3IcRR Flf^ ^ RRT RIT ^RRRIT % I 

(v) ^ RR cJ3cfR t t^J RRS^ RRR RR 3l1^ ^ Site 350 Rlf^ RR RDSt 
Wvr ^ 311 RTgRTT t I ReiraRR cfR ^ ^ RR R^ 3lk RTOlfclR RlfM c^ cRIR 

^ ^ 4 RifjiRt g>t 3ff?lcpriR Ri^ g5t Rkrrt ^ t Rr^ r4fr rifm rirt 

500 ^l4) W RPiratf^ f^TRI Rfl RTRRIT t' I 

6 ,1. FRI RIR^ if Ri^ ^RRT^ RTRR 4 16 RT^, 2001 Rit #ft 4t R^ ^ RT#lFr ^i ip’q ^ 
grggft strurri 1%f^ rr isp^b cpr^ fR RerfiFi ^r^ m i rr^rtir RiggR g^r 

12 3li[^, 2001 cIcF RCrf?RT R^ Rrt I 

6.2 ?Rr RFT^ T[ Rt^ ;ggcn^ 12 3li[Rr, 2001 R^ RjTSHT ^T R?f R^ I RT^RR ^gRRI^ ^ f^Hl^R 
f^[4RR RR^R R1J :- 

^tspn RtR R€)Rf?iR ipfe Rig (<^>i)i<«(ii;) 


(i) 4v^r CRF RTRFR ^ RF Rlifl RtR R^’ t ? RIRR 4 R5^ Rft RTsIt RRR R#' 1 1 

(ii) RF RlSt RIFTvr ^ 3T?|;^ t?iRl% cpR^ RR R^ R^ t I RF 31RRR RRRR R5T 

RRRTR ^ fr t I RtR RRTR ^RRRW RJRjI ^3T[ ^ RigRjR M RlflR I 

(iii) ^4) r 4 aURTR RRT^ RR JfRTO RjRRI ^ ^ RR R^ RR R^ I 

Ttitfttmr RiftiRR T?R ReM (gfrrfhftsnj) 


(i) UR^fR? RFffR 4f W RIRTRTR ^ gRRUcl RT^ft RlRTRfR R^T R^tRRT 4t RTR^t t I FTT 
RFT^ ^ gFRRT # WRT t ? 
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(ii) ^ 3icRR ^ jraro 35 ^ aft? ^twmid g5t 

ajictjf^d fiiJi 'CIT I 

(iii) ^ ^ ^ ^ 3T^t1?PT 

cIPJ ^ ^ P 

(iv) ai^Rl? cIFKT ^ ailSlil^ui (dii^r) ^ 3T1«}H q? PidVIcft t 1^ t I ^ ^3?!^ ^ f^, 

^ ^ ^ w v5t?Tvr Jjft ct^ WcT w ^ ^3 itot ^ ?raidT t aft? cf^Fft 
^ airaT w ?TgKn t i sra?^? gj^r ^ ?{gi^ t i 

(v) ?ft3ftTM g)\ g? 3HI ?r>fr wft ^ A ?fgft arl^m^ ^ tr ifr 30 /- to giar t 1 
192/- TO Jrf?r TT(f( ^ jr??fifctg g? tft ggg arj^m? t I 

(vi) HT^ 'Jigisi ^jg> ^ ^ WHigRg angi ^ gjFft gf?ivi angR gjWf wgrag 

^?n ^ ggicii ^ I 'j'HV ^i 4>i'ift Hg'Wd gg ^gR ijg’ ^ gg ?wg ^ ggtg eVii 
arg: grggi# ^ aTg?R rfm ijJt gi^t ^ g^ gf^ ^ g??gg eft ^ 
grfl? I 

tni'Scii ggg g^n? 

(i) gw ^ ?«TR g? algRg ^ gg wgit ^ ^ ?t4g gff t 1 

(ii) gwt gft ijgjgiT wnidRd g^ l^gr gg wgr, ^ jrargR ?TO?gnj ^ ^ gfgHti 

7 . ^ gTT^ g?r gg^gi# ^ -^g 7ft\ ?gT!i Tjggr ^ ?M A 

?g«5:^ t 

(i) gjtscrr wt ^ Rgf grBrat gg aiPFR xjg^ ggr arjgg t I g^t g^ft # grg 
it grfM g? gisw crqR^ gg gft^ wiggR t I eftft)€t ^ aFftrW tnggi^ ^ 

gfi t t^Rigg ?wrat^ ara t^Rg f^gj agft gr^ aiRig gregi^ % ^?^ aft? 
g1^ gft^ aft^Rgg ?iRr eVTl ^ diei') ih fe^ g^ ?i?gg i eft4)^ apRf 

jRgrg ^r w g^ flgg t % aig grew g? gr^, 2000 ^ imig ^ RgiRd 
g^ ^rR) ^ I gig gg^ g^ Rgg giRgr gg gg> eft41 i) gM,2000 ^ aiR 
gifM ^ fcR g^ Rgr Tpr jmRi g^ RgRg g^ Rigr gg ?#gr i 

(ii) giBrat % Rroftg ^ w gg iRftg %gT ^ 1 3?g: ggg feriSrgs ^ ^ gg g? 

yiggi^i sgi? g5t g?jc?t gi? ?TgjgT 1 1 ?i€l # ^ g^rggg grro grfM g? ^ 

■gregr?! g^' g??^ 1 g?g g? ?^1gg? ggfgr g^ ?pft wigg 'gT?ft g>1 
grcTMi^ g^ ^ ?rgTg g^ t (aft? g €r ^ ?i^ t) 1 Jrarag gJI BFig, angi? g>1 
g^lM, diRifagg, srf^qjci aft? ^ RgRig g5t ^ ^ aggr? g? g^ arag-arag ^ 

^ I aid: TT^ ggig-flg gi?i R>? ggft gi^ yidgi'^i ggi? ^ g?ig? g^ gJt agg 

g?Hi g? ift gtg gj?gT ?i^ g^ ^ 1 
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^ m ^ ^ ^ jra^r^ 

3RI ^:?IRjt 5RI ^ Sra>R ^ IRR tiItT ^gf^RPm ^ I 

(iii) rMIeift RTf&F5R Ifct 

RlfM ^ ^ ^ ^ Rt ^ ^ RMTcT ^ sTjfPI HT^ 

w 315 ^ ^ 3iR% ^ irf^ ^ 3i#i ^ sm^ RSt cRj^ I 

P%RT % ^ ^ HR ^ atpik Hfclfe % 'qPft' ^ ^ I 

c[5t ^ ^ RH # fttilRd ^ ^ RTpj5q # I wpjc^r 3 iteir tr int^4l 
Pli'Pl'^ ^ ^RPT vlRld ?PT1 I 

(iv) jral^^naiT ^ pin ^ t Rfep ^ ^ w ij afk ^tM ^ wfedfil' ^ 

, 3TRPFR ^WPcT ^ ^ ^ f2l^m 1^ RIY I ^ #TT RtTP im ^ WT t 

WT ^ »flRR gJk # ^gfcfsnail ^ f^^>ra f^ rkj afR ^ ^ ^jicMm ^ ^ 
jjtRTTFP ^ I ^ RfR gp ol||c|'«lRl* RItiRi ^PTT, afR RJI^J^RR pRcfi 
^ ?^?PS?PT ^ ^TcRn I Rc3>Tf^ PFT^ gRPT cR gSTP ^ 

w TfT^ ^ fcl<piti ^RPi aisiciT I SIM sicgtR ^ ^i? wse 

Rrmt & % Ricm R[?r®3j ^ gn ^ g?l gsl^ ifr^ g# 

1 1 

« 

(v) w ^TTT p^nr % tRR it ■gi^ ^mpm ^gR fp gsRR ^ aRPMs ^ 

^ 1% RfR- ci?t maiw g? gR ^ ^ t l tpen it gsf apg ^tg;g »ftf^ 

3fR ?Rg57 si^ p?cg^ gjR^ t I w gra f?l^ gifeg Rfivfi ^ tcni gi?Tvr 

swi^ it ^ ^ gi^ it ptR rrt (^^latnMt) srt jr^ SRpm ^ 
pgg it gJt gsr^gif^rfr if wse^^ 1 1 

g^irfit PRR RRit ^ 1^ TTRg ^ tRfeg ^ l^gs rt g^t ^Rttefit w f^gR gR^ 
gsT gtM gRPi ■OTgPTt ^ptt i ^tft^t ^fteti? it ^ g? ^ pig if 
^gfcRnait gg Icrggp gp^ afR ppiggr pcim gt fc^g ygRw Rfeg 
fctwi % ^ ^ gg 1igR-^Rft gipt ^ gi^ it ^ I 

(vi) gtiM ^ gtP ^ git^ gi^ gfipR gif t aig; gtif gg irePH PiPRt 

ggf if it fiRT grtgr i l gtitil gg g?^ fij ^ g^J ^ gggjT git gggt ^ it?PH if 
gRRg gft ?rfif it git i, <^ili) if gat aitoFR gjt -vjsf ^ ^ 

it ifgt I gfRfRftani afR ^ ^ g? gg angicR g^if ^ ngWa t stf^t 

^tw 500 giRiit ^ ar^pR m SRgf^ifg gpitgr % 1 gf^-^aggg g? gg> fggr ggg 
'^6ivi gtifiif if Slip gj^ pgRtT, pJlgjK gR fetgt gitgt i it mRuiw prpi ^itit 
gRi sRgg meg 1^1 gR if ^ ggfit iPft ggff^ ^tief g>t p? 3 it f^gil gig itit rtm 

w figpg sjcRT it atf^ ifgr I 

(vii) ■Rif ^(JRRfeid pgRg gft aigp7 ctPRT i> ^itit gig aPRigr ggt ^f^gftui 
g^^tM etMi t gif g7 gg gRgicR gpg^ gft f^ if ffitgiit ^ t 1 

^ifit it w uf^tf^ fcf rnggi'Si ang g5t aicRR biRt g^ fctgR i 1 g? 
'tif'PK g^ g-i'ii f^ ■gf^ gtilit it giBi<ji ^ gRig Pigi-g gggt gg STSPR f^RiT 
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^ ?fr ^ ^ cj?^T i ^ ^ttr ^ pr 

M6'W'4 oll^lcl ^ WtRT ^ % I 3?cT: 3raw 011*10 3ltf '(N't<l ?lPi ^ <P^ ^FPT?I 

ofFm ^ ^ fl# ^ ?nfJr^ gr^i ^ i 

% 

(viii) ^ ^ WT ^ i^ t 3l^T: jraioH wm SI^pnpRT ^ CPT 

igj^ ^ ^ l gJT 1987-88 ^ 1999-2000 

^ i^Tcf (5^ 1998-99 ^ 3I«r WTRf cpt ?l#rof ^ ^ sf^HcI ffEIToH Sf^qm oTm 
50% t (^ ■■ *Tm 1999-2000 ^ qrar I 96,200/- ^ 

qRrf^H srm srf^ ^ g>*M ^ 48,100 /- 'to ^ qtn^ czra tt?q 
#TT I HtlloR sm ^ ^ 3ft7 qf^ ^ am TTTf^lof f m-. qrH g^T ,^cW 
qRg^ Hmo ^ ^ 3pgo ^ t 1 ^iSRlf^o t ^ TTgnxPft g^f wicfr gg 
m ggg gJTgi qi?^! 1 am: ^ qmr ^ ^ qwcq^ cTPm 

qt^ otrqg gm '^got 30% t 1 ^ i5qg> ^ gst girngf^ A gqqg 
qfcf^H 14,430/- go c^ ggg ^ ^ l''^^itotg> ^ ai^qm ^r q^ 81,770/- go 
(96,200 - 14,430/- go) ^ Sim 3 t 1^ g^ViT I ?g 3Tm g^r ^ grfM 
^ q?^ ^ gqgq qgg g/t ggrm gmgr qgr t sm: w srjqrl^ 

500 grfM ^ g*q^ g5\ qrqft t I gg 3 t«J ^ 163/- go qf^ gr# mgqmr qgR g5t 
cR5^ I 

gqfgg %omg ^ qgi ggraT t % gm 192/- go gr^ 

gmw qgR g5t gjgg agggg^ t i I60/- go jrfc^gi^ gmw jmR 

I 

(ix) gm ^ggg wgr 192/- go Jrt^ gr^ gregr^r mR % gt 500 /- go gg srI^ 
ingg gfr grjqm % omg 26o% 3i1^tg> t, g^ ^ gg ^ ^ ggn ^ 

gqggi g^ t 1 g¥ q?c^t gig g^ iw gjg ^ aiq^ 3itg ^ amfcm jmig 
g>g^ qgtggigft "^i g? ggg ^gig g'tj^d g>^ ^gi R>q 1^ g? jqfegjgjT ^rt aiRiq gg 

f^gf% qg^ qg gf^ g^rf 3Tf§fe^ g% ^ ^ *3*ft offer ^ ( ?gT gm^ ^ 
3Rfeg gg fegHfe ^pggr gq^eggi arfegrd an 3lfe^iM ^ arg^ gqoim arcrag^r 
fegfeg gR% ^ gmgoi ^gq ^ 31 ^ gittri ^ 1 q^ ^ jnfegRg ^ spjqfeg 
jnqi gig^ gg gggig irqfe 8 qi?^ '»ft arj^lc^ gg qqg orm 1 gFJROig ••ft ?qfegRi 
gr^ ar^qgggj uife gfR gi^ qrfSfejqg ^ armsi SRi ml^’ig w qq 

?^rg^|q ^rfe ^ gig uim fsn t 1 ft g? ^ feiq gim 11% cpi 
H^og^ Tfealt qigofi ^ qggqgg grfeg^ ^ffegifei arqgigr gfg ^ fegqiMggr 1 1 

8. qf^giqmqiq, alk oiqq fer/ gq gggifr % gag gqg fegiq-f^qat ^ 3ngiq qq Jnl^gRtg 
qi^, 2000 ^ ^ qqig ^ ^ g^ ^ mg qiqfeqi g>*fe ^ t^ I60/- go nfe gr^t ^ giggi^i 

gq arjqtf^ giqgT t I g^^ffet ^ fegr qngr 11^ g? gg^mq g^ ^ qm qfefmg gi^ aflq 
3i^fef^ gq ^ grfife^ gqjd grr gi^rtoR grag:?! qqR g?t gmgoi o^ 1 


qq. rngg, 

[1%ram iii/iv/143/2001/aiiqi.] 
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tariff AUTHORITY FOR MAJOR PORTS - 

NOTIFICATION 
New Delhi, the SRh July, 2001 

No. TAMP/34/2000-KPT.—In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 48 of the Major Port Trusts Act, 
1963 (38 of 1963), the Tariff Authonty for M^or Ports hereby, disposes of the proposal of the Kandla Port Trust (KPT) 
to levy a wharfage on passengers as in the Order appended hereto. 


SCHEDULE 

Casa No. TAMP/34/2000-KPT 


The Kandla Port Trust (KPT) 

ORDER 

(Passed on this 28th day of June 2001) 


Applicant 


This case relates to a proposal from the Kandla Port Trust (KPT) to levy a 
wharfage charge of Rs 192A per passenger arriving on cruise vessels 


2 1 Earlier, the Kandla Port Trust Steamship Agents’ Association (KPSAA) in 

March 2000 represented that the KPT had levied a provisional charge of Rs 500/- per 
passenger on 276 tourist passengers who arrived by a foreign cruise vessel (the first 
passenger vessel calling at the KPT in the last many years) The KPSAA contended that the 
KPT was not authorised to levy such a charge even if only as an advance payment, when 
there was no such provision m its Scale of Rates 


2 2 The representation of the KPSAA was s^nt to the KPT for its comments The 

KPT, after several reminders, in June 2000 informed that the issue was being examined by 
collecting information from other major ports The Port had also informed that it would refund 
the excess advance wharfage collected, if any, on approval of final wharfage charges 

2 3 Several reminders were again issued urging the KPT to Intimate the status of 

the case The KPT did not respond The matter was also discussed by the Chairman of this 
Authority with the Chairman (KPT) in September 2000 

2 4 In this backdrop, the KPT during end-November 2000 submitted the instant 

proposal seeking approval of this Authority for fixing a wharfage charge on passengers 

3 The KPT has arrived at the proposed wharfage charge of Rs 192/- by 
considering the opportunity cost of revenue loss on account of cargo handling in the berth 
occupied by a passenger vessel It has considered income from cargo berths during 1998-99 
and the average berth-day for the corresponding period to arrive at the income per berth-day 
which has been sought to be recovered as wharfage charges on passengers assuming 500 
passengers per vessel 

4 In accordance with the procedure prescribed, the proposal of the KPT was 
circulated to the KPSAA and the GCCI for comments The comments received are 
summarised below 


Kandla Port Steamship Agents* Asaoclatlon (KPSAA) 

(i) Charges levied by the KPT must have a reasonable and logical bearing with 
the services rendered and the cost thereof The KPT being a service 
organisation like all other ports is also engaged in rendering services / 
providing facilities 

(ii) It IS totally wrong to say that Kandla is not a passenger point like Mumbai, 
Chennai, Kolkata, etc Merely because a cruise vessel did not call at this Port 
before 12 March 2000, it cannot be said that Kandla is not a passenger point 
The importance and attraction of Kutch district in Gujarat is well known and 
Kandla is a Major Port situated m Kutch 

(III) The computation of wharfage charges based on the earnings per day at cargo 
berth is baseless and the approach of KPT to the problem is wholly 
misconceived Wharfage charge levied on cargo contains cost of certain 
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services rendered by the KPT such as supply of cranes, labour, etc, and, 
hence, must be related to the services rendered and or facilities given Also, 
the services rendered to goods and passengers cannot be compared, as they 
are not alike Wharfage earned by the KPT on goods cannot at all be the basis 
of fixing wharfage payable by a passenger 

(IV) The highest rate of wharfage prevailing m the KPT now is Rs 100/- per cu m 
applicable to LPG gas It is not understood why a passenger shall pay a sum 
as high as Rs 192/- when no service is rendered 

(v) If the KPT proposes to charge this amount of Rs 192/- per passenger, it must 
first declare the services it will render or facilities it will provide to the 
passengers and then justify the amount fixed 

(vi) In certain Major Ports in India no charges are levied on passengers or, if 
levied, the amount is minimal The information furnished by the KPT in this 
regard is incomplete As per the detail furnished by the KPT, out of six ports, 
no wharfage Is charged in fouf- and the remaining two charge a nominal 
amount and provide certain services / facilities in return 

(vii) The KPT has not provided any basis for assuming a cruise vessel coming to 
Kandia would have 500 passengers A vessel with the overall length and draft 
capable of carrying 500 passengers may not at all be able to enter Kandia 

GandHIdham Chamber of Commerce & Industry (GCCI) 

The GCCI has reiterated all the points given by the KPSAA and stated that the 

wharfage charge proposed by the KP7 on passengers is exorbitant and not justified 

5 The comments received from the KPSAA and GCCI were sent to the KPT as 

feed back irjformation The KPT has given the following further comments on the views of the 
representative bodies of users 

(i) It IS a fact that Kutch District in Gujarat State has immense tourism potential 
Although, promotion and development of tourism in the State is the 
responsibility of the concerned State Government and its tourism department, 
the Gujarat State Tourism Corporation (GSTC) has never shown interest or 
Indication to attract the cruise vessels through the port of Kandia as a part of its 
efforts to develop tourism It has never approached the Port to provide 
facilities for tourist vessels 

(II) It was not thought to develop some berths as passenger berths since in the 
last many years no passenger vessel has arrived at the KPT There is no 
infrastructural support at the moment It is only after arrival of the passenger 
cruise M V Minerva, that a need to have a charge in respect of passengers in 
the Scale of Rates of KPT has been felt 

(ill) Tourism does not directly add to the income of the Port, as the passenger 
charges have to be subsidised to make them attractive 

(IV) It IS a fact that passenger vessels do not require facilities such as cranes etc , 
but, the KPT has shore cranes fixed on the wharves which remain Idle when a 
passenger vessel arrives and to that extent, revenue generation is lost Till 
the time the KPT decides to have full-fledged passenger berths and keeping in 
view the responses received from the State Government for promotion of 
tourism through this port, the opportunity loss of income can be the only basis 
for recovering per-passenger wharfage charges in such cases 

(v) The KPSAA has opined that passenger vessels carrying a maximum of 350 
passengers can arrive at the Kandia Port In order to have the lowest rate 
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possible, and for the benefit of the prospective passengers the KPT has 
assumed the highest number of passengers that can be accommodated by a 
cruise vessel as 500 

6 1 A joint hearing in this case was originally scheduled to be held on 16 March 

2001 The KPT however, requested for a postponement, citing the abnormal situation 
prevailing in Gandhidham as an aftermath of the earthquake Accordingly the joint hearing 
was deferred to 12 April 2001 

6 2 A joint hearing in this case was held on 12 April 2001 in Kandia At the joint 

hearing the following submissions were made 

Kandia Port Steamship Agents’ Association fKPSAAl 

(i) How can the KPT say this is not passenger port? There are no passenger 
ports in India 

(ii) This IS not the way to fix tariff for the passenger vessel How can it be on 
opportunity cost basis'? A port charge must be commensurate with the 
services provided 

(ill) The KPT must facilitate growth of trade It must not be a spoil sport 

Gandhidham Chamber of Commerce & Industry (GCCI) 

(i) In every industry the passenger traffic is given benefit in preference to goods 
traffic How can it be otherwise here? 

(II) The port shall try to convert this case into an opportunity to attract more 
passenger traffic 

(ill) If there is no rate for passengers then why not go under the residuary entry? 
Why introduce a new provisional rate”? 

(iv) The opportunity cost has been worked out on the basis of total occupancy For 
passenger vessels, once the passengers get off, the vessel can be taken to 
anchorage and the cargo vessel can be brought in The opportunity cost can 
be much less 

(v) The COPT rate is the highest elsewhere Even that is only Rs 30/- The 
proposed rate of Rs 192/- per passenger is too high 

(vi) If the passenger vessel shifts in one hour the cargo vessel can come in and 
start cargo operations In other words, only one hour of cargo handling will be 
lost So the opportunity cost of wharfage should be of one hour handling and 
not of a whole shift 

Kandia Port Trust 


(i) Shifting of vessel to anchorage has no relevance for wharfage 

(ii) Vessels cannot be shifted so suddenly There will be operational difficulties 

7 With reference to the totality of information collected during the processing of 

this case, the following position emerges 

(i) Arrival of passengers is a new experience in the Kandia Port The existing 
Scale of Rates of the KPT does not contain any provision for levy of wharfage 
on passengers The KPT has levied a provisional wharfage, which it has 
agreed to adjust with final wharface to be fixed now and n jnd th*® 
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amount, if any Eventhough the KPT has not mentioned in its proposal, the 
wharfage rate is to be fixed now with retrospective effect from March 2000 
Unless this is done the provisional charges levied by the KPT for the 
passengers who arrived during March 2000 cannot be regularised 

(ii) The passengers have no doubt used the wharf of the KPT That being so the 
Port can legitimately levy a wharfage charge on them It is true that some of 
the major port trusts dcf not levy any wharfage on passengers It is to be 
recognised that the wharfage rates across the major port trusts are not (and, 
can not be) uniform They vary due to cost of operation, trade practices, 
commercial consideration and pricing policy It is, therefore, not correct to cite 
the wharfage charges levied by one major port to demand a similar rate at 
some other ports 

Just because some major ports do not levy wharfage on passengers, the 
demand for such a charge by some other major port trusts cannot become 
unreasonable 

(ill) The Gandhidham Chamber of Commerce and Industries (GCCI) has argued 
that If there is no rate for passengers in the Scale of Rates, the KPT should 
levy charges under the residuary entry under the wharfage schedule instead of 
proposing a separate rate It is to be recognised that the residuary entry m the 
Scale of Rates is for unspecified cargo It is an ad valorem rate prescribed in 
the Scale of Rates of the KPT It will be absurd to levy wharfage on 
passengers on an ad valorem basis 

(iv) The users have demanded development of Kutchh as a tourist centre and the 
KPT as a terminal for tourists embarkation / dis-embarkation It is for the port 
management to decide the facilities to be developed within the port and the 
traffic It wants to encourage It will be a commercial judgement of the Port, 
and, this Authority cannot interfere in such matters In the instant case, it is for 
the KPT to decide whether or not it wants to develop a passenger terminal 
The response from the KPT obviously, indicates that it has no plans for such a 
development in near future 

(v) It IS to be recognised that the passenger traffic through a port will not see a 
sudden surge only because the wharfage rate of the port has been reduced 
The various other associated physical facilities m the port and its hinterland are 
crucial factors This point has come out very clearly in the proceedings relating 
to a proposal submitted by the Cochin Port Trust (COPT) to extend 
concessions in the vessel related charges for foreign cruise vessels 

Nevertheless, it will be useful for the Port Trusts to tap this source of traffic 
considering the potential for development of tounsm in India The KPT is 
advised to consider taking up this issue with the Gujarat Tourism Development 
Department for exploring further the possibility of developing facilities in this 
regard 

(vi) Since the KPT does not have an exclusive passenger terminal, passenger 
vessels are to be handled at general berths The KPT's argument that this 
berthing has caused loss in its revenue on account of cargo handling deserves 
to be admitted considering the high berth occupancy fate at the KPT The 
GCCI and KPSAA have questioned the KPT's estimate of 500 passengers per 
vessel for the purpose of arriving at the rate If their argument such a big 
vessel cannot enter the KPT is accepted then, the result will be an increase in 
the wharfage rate proposed by the KPT since distribution of cost will be over a 
lesser number of units 
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(vii). While the approach adopted by the KPT seeking compensation for the 
opportunity cost of revenue foregone appears to be reasonable, the 
methodology of working out the rate contains a basic mistake 

The KPT has considered the opportunity loss of total vyharfage income per day 
It IS to be recognised that if the KPT had handled general cargo instead of 
passengers, it would have incurred expenditure on such handling By handling 
passengers, the Port has saved such handling cost It is, therefore, 
reasonable to include a portion of this saving in handling costs while working 
out the opportunity cost and revenue loss. 

(viii) Since the port has not done this calculation, we have to adopt an 
approximation to arrive at the estimated saving in operation cost. The average 
operating ratio for the KPT during the year 1987-88 to 1999-2000 (excluding 
the abnormal year of 1998-99) is around 50% (Source Basic Port Statistics of 
India 1999-2000, the Govt, of India) So, to earn an operating income of Rs. 
96,200/- per day, the KPT would have incurred an operating expenditure of Rs 
48,100/-. Since the operating expenditure contains both fixed and variable 
elements, the saving to the port is only of the variable cost element,. It is a well 
known fact that all major ports carry a heavy burden of fixed costs, It is, 
therefore, reasonable to assume that the variable cost element in the total 
operating cost is only 30% By this analogy, the saving in cost per day to the 
KPT In the instant case comes to Rs 14,430/-. By allowing this credit in 
estimation of notional revenue, the net operating income the port would have 
earned comes to Rs 81,770/-(Rs 96,200 minus Rs 14,430/-) Since this net 
income is stated to be the notional revenue loss to the Port on account of 
handling passengers, it is to be recovered from the estimated passengers of 
500 This means recovery of a wharfage charge of Rs 163/-per passenger 

The above analysis indicates that the wharfage charge proposed by the KPT of 
Rs 192/-per passenger needs to be modified A wharfage charge of Rs 160/- 
per passenger is found to be justified 

(IX) When its own estimation of wharfage charge is Rs 192/- per passenger, the 
rationale behind the KPT action of levying a provisional charge of Rs. 500/-, 
which IS about 260% in excess of its own estimates, is not easily discernible ' 
This IS not the first instance of the KPT fixing a provisional charge of its own 
and start levying from the users with an undertaking that it would refund the 
excess amount, if any, once this Authority fixes a final rate Eventhough fixing 
a provisional rate in this case was apparently inevitable, the KPT should have 
taken immediate steps in the next available opportunity to regularise it It took 
more than 8 months for the KPT to forward its proposal seeking the approval of 
this Authority. This proposal has also come after several reminders from our 
side including a personal intervention of the Chairman of this Authority. We 
are constrained to mention that such a casual approach of the KPT to tariff 
matters is highly disappointing 

8. In the result, and for the reasons given above, and based on a collective 

application of mind, this Authority approves a wharfage rate of Rs 160/- per passenger for 
inclusion in the Scale of Rates of the KPT with retrospective effect from March 2000. The KPT 
IS directed to amend its Scale of Rates accordingly and refund immediately the provisional 
wharfage charge collected by it in excess of the approved rate. 


S. SATHYAM, Chairman 
[ADVT. III/IV/143/2001/Exty.] 
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